One of the most prominent tasks to measure spatial-conflict inhibitory control in preschoolers is the windows task (Russell et al., 1991, Br. J. Dev. Psychol., 9, 331). However, this task has been criticized given its high demands on abilities other than inhibition. The aim of the current set of studies was to establish the 'car task' as a novel instrument to assess conflict inhibition in children. In this task, children are asked to point at the current location of an occluded object. To do so, they have to inhibit a misleading colour cue in front of the locations in critical trials. In Study 1, we demonstrated that 3-to 6-year-old children's (N = 88) performance in the car task correlated positively with that in the windows task (even after controlling for age). Study 2 investigated whether children's failure in the car task might be caused by their inability to master the basic processes involved in the task rather than a lack of inhibition. We presented a new group of preschoolers (N = 85) with a modified version of the task without any misleading colour cues. Performance significantly improved, indicating that the difficulty of the car task lies in the necessity to inhibit the misleading colour cue leading towards the incorrect location. These findings suggest that the car task is a valid measurement of spatial-conflict inhibition in children.
One of the most prominent ways to assess IC in children is conflict inhibition tasks (Carlson & Moses, 2001 ; see Petersen, Hoyniak, McQuillan, Bates, & Staples, 2016 for a meta-analysis). These tasks measure children's ability to show a certain response in the presence of a conflicting response option (Carlson & Moses, 2001 ). For example, in the windows task (Russell, Hala, & Hill, 2003; Russell, Mauthner, Sharpe, & Tidswell, 1991; Samuels, Brooks, & Frye, 1996) , participants are shown two boxes with windows on the side facing them, revealing that one box is empty, whereas the other one contains a sticker as a reward. The child is told to point at the box in which the opponent should look for the sticker, and if this box was empty, the child would win the sticker. Consequently, children need to inhibit their impulse to point at the baited box to be successful in this task. The windows task was applied as a measurement of IC in a variety of studies using different types of response modes as well as different age groups (see, e.g., Apperly & Carroll, 2009; Carroll, Fitzgibbon, & Critchley, 2014; Carroll, Riggs, Apperly, Graham, & Geoghegan, 2012; Hala & Russell, 2001; Russell et al., 2003; Samuels et al., 1996) . However, besides its frequent application in the measurement of IC in preschoolers, the windows task received criticism insofar that, because the child is not told the solution to the task (i.e., to point at the empty box) directly, rule inference rather than rule use is what makes the windows task difficult (Simpson, Riggs, & Simon, 2004) .
For the current set of studies, we created a novel task to measure IC that implied only one simple rule and seemed less dependent on the verbal instruction given to participants. In the so-called car task, children were confronted with three cars that had different colours (e.g., green, red, blue). These cars were placed on pieces of cardboard in the matching colour. The experimenter then hid each car under a white cup standing directly behind the cardboard pieces. By changing the position of two cups, but not the location of the cardboard pieces, the experimenter created a situation in which one of the cardboard pieces matched in colour the car in the cup behind it, while the other two did not. When participants were then asked to point at the location of a car in a specific colour, this task was easy for the colour where the piece of cardboard and the car matched, but difficult in those cases where there was a mismatch. Here, participants had to inhibit the impulse to point at the cup behind the piece of cardboard in the named colour and to point at the correct cup instead. In addition to this new task, participants received the windows task in its original form.
If the novel 'car task' measured IC like the windows task does, one should expect a positive correlation between both IC tasks. However, because the windows task might not measure IC directly but also requires rule inference (Simpson et al., 2004) , we might expect some intra-individual variance. Given that IC as one subdomain of executive functions (Miyake et al., 2000) undergoes a significant development during the preschool years (Garon, Bryson, & Smith, 2008) , we predicted younger children to perform significantly poorer than older children in both tasks.
STUDY 1 Method
Participants An a priori power analysis indicated that 57 subjects were needed to have 95% power for detecting a medium-sized effect with Wilcoxon signed rank tests (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) . Because IC develops substantially between 3 and 6 years of age, we were expecting age effects. As 44 subjects were needed in each age group to have 75% power for detecting a medium-sized effect with Mann-Whitney U-tests, a total of 88 children (mean age = 53 months; 5 days; range = 34 months; 9 days-70 months; 4 days; 46 girls) participated in the study. Whenever an effect of age was detected, the sample was divided based on a median split (median = 52.9 months), resulting in the following two age groups: younger children (N = 44; mean age = 45 months; 5 days, range = 34 months; 9 days-52 months; 7 days; 21 girls) and older children (N = 44; mean age = 61 months; 4 days; range = 53 months; 0 days-70 months; 4 days; 25 girls). Children were recruited from nursery schools in Thuringia, Germany. All of them spoke German as their first language, and no child had obvious behavioural or educational problems. Three additional children were tested but had to be excluded because of developmental delay (2) or reluctance to cooperate (1). This study was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards laid down in the Declaration of Helsinki and the standards of the local ethics committee of the University of Erfurt. Participants' parents gave written informed consent before their children participated.
Design
Children were tested in a within-subject design. To assess IC, one classical test -the windows task -was used as a baseline measure and another new test -the car task -was used as a second measure of IC. Children were tested individually. Testing lasted approximately 20 min.
1 The order of tasks, as well as the order of trials (e.g., the side of the baited box), was counterbalanced between participants.
Materials

Windows task
For the windows task, two opaque boxes (12.5 cm 9 12.5 cm 9 8 cm) were used during the introduction and the training phase. Two additional boxes (15 cm 9 15 cm 9 8 cm) with windows on one side were used during the test phase. A piece of cardboard (64 cm 9 31.5 cm) was used as an occluder to prevent children from observing the hiding process.
Car task
Three identical toy cars (length: 7.5 cm) and three pieces of cardboard (each 7.5 9 13.5 cm) with different colours (green, blue, red) were used (see Figure 1 ). In the test phase, cars were put under three white cups (7 cm in diameter, height: 13.5 cm). An occluder (see Windows task) was used to prevent children from observing the hiding process.
Procedure
Windows task
Following the procedure of Russell, Jarrold, and Potel (1994) , the participant and the experimenter sat at a table next to each other, and the opponent sat across the table facing them. The child was told that the aim of this game was to win as many stickers as possible. Each child undertook a training phase prior to the test phase. During the training phase, two opaque boxes were used. Consequently, children did not know which box contained the sticker. Children were instructed that the experimenter would hide a sticker inside one of the boxes and that the child was asked to decide in which of the two boxes the opponent should look for the sticker. The experimenter further explained that when the sticker was inside the indicated box, the opponent would win it. However, if the sticker was not in the indicated box, the child would win it.
After the introduction, both the child and the opponent were told to turn around while the sticker was hidden in one of the two boxes. As a matter of fact, the experimenter only lifted both boxes briefly but did not hide the sticker. Instead, she kept it in her left hand to secretly hide it after the child had made her choice (see below). Children and the opponent were then allowed to turn around, and the child was asked to point at the box she wanted the opponent to look into. Every child received two demonstration trials: one in which they would win the sticker and one in which the opponent would. This was accomplished by having the experimenter secretly placing the sticker under the indicated box when lifting it after the child's choice. The experimenter explained the procedure (i.e., who won the sticker and why) for both demonstration trials. As a measure of understanding, after these two demonstration trials, children were presented with two trials (again, one in which they would and one in which the opponent would win the sticker) in which the experimenter did not explain who won the sticker; instead, children were asked who won the sticker after the experimenter lifted both boxes. As a criterion, the child had to correctly respond at least once in the situation in which they won the sticker and once in the situation in which the opponent received the sticker. For the subsequent test trials, the opaque boxes were replaced by windowed boxes. Children were told that now they could see where the sticker was hidden but the opponent could not. All children received 15 test trials with the sticker being randomly placed in one of the boxes.
Car task
Children sat at a table. On the table, in front of the child, were three coloured pieces of cardboard (green, red, and blue in view of the child, always in this order) with toy cars (in the aforementioned three identical colours) on them. Behind the cardboard pieces (from the children's perspective), there were three white cups (see Figure 1 ). The experimenter sat opposite the child. Before the task started, the experimenter asked the child to label the colours of the cars. If children answered incorrectly, they were corrected by the experimenter and were asked again to label the colours in a different order. All children who participated were able to correctly label the colours on their first or second attempt. The familiarization phase began with the experimenter putting each car in the cup behind it, stating that 'the cars will now drive into the garage'. The experimenter then asked children to point at the garage that contained the green car (then the red car, then the blue car). Subsequently, the experimenter placed an occluder between the child and the cardboard pieces and put the cars back in their initial position onto the cardboard pieces. This was occluded to avoid feedback of where each car was located in the test phase. The test phase mirrored the familiarization phase with the crucial difference that after putting each car into its garage, the experimenter -in full view of the child -changed the position of two of the cups but not the cardboard pieces in front of the cups. Children were then asked to point at the garage that they thought contained the different cars in a fixed order. These test questions always started with the one car that still was where the child had last seen it, followed by the two cars that had been switched by the experimenter. After the child's responses, the occluder was set up again and the experimenter prepared the next trial. The test phase was repeated three times for a total of 12 trials (i.e., four 'easy' trials in which the colour of the cardboard piece matched that of the car in the cup behind it and eight 'difficult' trials in which they did not match so that inhibition was necessary to succeed). See Appendix for the detailed procedure.
Coding and analyses
Children's responses were coded from videos. For the windows task, we coded which of the two boxes (baited or empty) children chose by pointing at it in each trial of the training and test phase. The choices of the empty box were averaged for the percentages of successful trials in (1) the training phase and (2) the test phase. To test for possible learning effects, we averaged children's performance in the first four trials (approximately 27% of trials) and compared it to the performance in the remaining 11 trials.
For the car task, we coded whether children passed the comprehension questions prior to the test phase. Furthermore, we coded whether children pointed at (1) the correct cup, (2) the incorrect cup, that is the cup not located behind the cardboard piece with the colour asked for by the experimenter, or (3) the deceiving cup, that is the incorrect cup located behind the cardboard piece in the colour asked for by the experimenter. For further analyses, these values were transformed into two different scores: (1) a success score of percentages of correct choices in match trials (i.e., the first trial of every round, where the requested colour matched the colour of the piece of cardboard -no IC was needed) and (2) a success score of percentages of correct choices in mismatch trials (i.e., the second and third trials of every round, for which the requested colour did not match that of the cardboard pieces). For an analysis of the types of mistakes children made, we averaged choices of incorrect cups and averaged choices of deceiving cups across rounds. Further, we averaged the percentages of correct choices in the first two mismatch trials (= 25% of trials) of the test phase and compared this performance to children's performance in the remaining six trials in the test phase to check for learning effects in the critical condition. To assess interobserver reliability on all measures, a na€ ıve coder also watched the videos and rated 25% of the sample. An excellent level of interobserver agreement was reached (Cohen's kappa = 1).
Results
Windows task
Children as a group chose the empty box in 51.0% of trials, which did not exceed chance level of 50% (Wilcoxon test, N = 82, T + = 1,800, Z = 0.472, p = .637, r = .05).
2 Performance in the windows task correlated significantly with age, r S (82) = .572, p < .001. There were significant differences in performance between the two age groups (Mann-Whitney U-test, N younger = 38, N older = 44, U = 337.0, p < .001, r = .53). While younger children performed significantly below chance (24.2% of trials correct; Wilcoxon test, N = 38, T + = 618, Z = 3.798, p < .001, r = .62), older children performed significantly better than chance (74.1% of trials correct; N = 44, T + = 782.5, Z = 3.433, p = .001, r = .52) (see Figure 2) .
In younger children, performance in the first 27% of trials (mean: 20.6% of trials correct) was significantly lower than that in the rest of the test phase (mean: 24.5% of trials correct), indicating that performance in the windows task improved over the test session (Wilcoxon test, N = 39, Z = 2.197, p = .028). Older children also showed a significant improvement in task performance (means: 68.2% and 76.2% of trials correct, respectively; Wilcoxon test, N = 44, Z = 2.619, p = .009).
Car task
Children as a group performed significantly better in match trials (for which the requested colour of the car matched the colour of the cardboard piece in front of the cup) (63.7% of trials correct) than in mismatch trials (for which the requested colour of the car did not match the colour of the cardboard pieces in front of the cups) (50.0% of trials correct; N = 84, T + = 1418.5, Z = 2.544, p = .011, r = .28). They performed significantly above chance level of 33.3% in the match trials (N = 84, T + = 3139.0, Z = 6.106, p < .001, Figure 2 . The results obtained in both studies. Note that while in the windows task children chose 1 of 2 boxes, they chose 1 of 3 cups in each trial in the different versions of the car task. r = .67), as well as in the mismatch trials (N = 84, T + = 2,511, Z = 3.246, p = .001, r = .35). Analyses on the type of mistakes children committed revealed that children were more misled by the colour of the cardboard pieces (60.9% of mistakes) than they committed mistakes unrelated to the colour of the cardboard pieces (39.1% of mistakes; N = 66, T + = 1,289, Z = 2.501, p = .012, r = .31). There was a significant medium correlation between performance in match trials and children's age, r S (84) = .299, p = .006. The difference between age groups did not turn out to be significant (Mann-Whitney U-test, N younger = 41, N older = 43, U = 698.0, Z = 1.721, p = .085, r = .19). However, there was a strong correlation between performance in mismatch trials and children's age, r S (84) = .569, p < .001. For these trials, the performance of the two age groups differed significantly (N younger = 41, N older = 43, U = 403.5, Z = 4.324, p < .001, r = .47). Younger children performed significantly better than chance in match trials (58.6% of trials correct; N = 41, T + = 738.0, Z = 4.013, p < .001, r = .63) but performed at chance level in mismatch trials (32.6% of trials correct; N = 41, T + = 506.0, Z = .981, p = .326, r = .15). Older children performed significantly better than chance in match (68.6% of trials correct; N = 43, T + = 847.0, Z = 4.619, p < .001, r = .70) as well as in mismatch trials (66.6% of trials correct; N = 43, T + = 844.0, Z = 4.511, p < .001, r = .69; see Figure 2 ). In younger children, task performance in the first 25% of trials (mean: 28.1% of trials correct, SD = 35.4%) did not differ from that in the rest of the test phase (mean: 34.1% of trials correct, SD = 30.0%), indicating that performance did not improve over the test session (Wilcoxon test, N = 41, Z = 1.027, p = .304). Older children also showed no significant improvement in task performance (means: 70.9%, SD = 39.7%, and 65.1%, SD = 35.4%, of trials correct, respectively; Wilcoxon test, N = 43, Z = 1.090, p = .276).
Relations among tasks
To investigate whether the windows task and the car task measure the same ability in children, we correlated their performance in the mismatch trials in the car task (where inhibition was a prerequisite to succeed) with their overall performance in the windows task. Partial correlation analysis corrected for the participants' age revealed a significant positive correlation, r S (79) = .333, p = .003.
Discussion
Due to the criticism of the windows task (e.g., Simpson et al., 2004) , the main aim of the current study was to introduce the car task as a new measure of spatial-conflict IC. We found that children as a group performed at chance level in both the windows and the mismatch trials of the novel car task. The fact that children's performance in match trials in the car task exceeded chance level is not surprising as here they could use the cue provided by the cardboard piece in the same colour as the car requested to succeed. The fact that children committed more systematic mistakes (i.e., they chose the cup with the cardboard piece in the requested colour) than unsystematic mistakes shows that they were misled by the colour of the cardboard pieces. Thus, IC was needed in order to inhibit this prepotent response in order to respond correctly. Most importantly, we found a medium positive relation between performance in the car task and the windows task, suggesting that both tasks measure the same ability. The reason for why this relation was not stronger might be that the windows task presents participants with inhibition-unrelated task demands, for example the need to understand relatively complicated task instructions and to make difficult rule inferences (Simpson et al., 2004) . Supporting this notion, we found that performance in the windows task improved significantly across the test session in both age groups, possibly because children needed some trials to understand the rule of the task. In contrast, in the car task, children's performance did not improve significantly, indicating that this task measures rule use rather than rule inference.
The current study successfully replicated the finding that IC increases with age (Carlson & Moses, 2001; Kochanska, Murray, & Harlan, 2000; Russell et al., 1991) . For both of the tasks, performance was clearly correlated with children's age, implying that there is a significant development of inhibitory skills between the age of 3 and 6 years. In the windows task and the car task, younger children were significantly less successful than older children.
Nevertheless, there could be some limitations of interpretation regarding the car task. One might wonder whether younger children failed the task (i.e., performed at chance level on mismatch trials) not because of a lack of IC, but because they did not understand the task. That is, for solving the task, children needed to understand transposition. However, there is convincing evidence that children at the age of 2.5 years already comprehend and master tests of transposition that include three hiding locations (Barth & Call, 2006; Herrmann, Call, Hern andez-Lloreda, Hare, & Tomasello, 2007) . Alternatively, maybe the younger children were unable to remember the correct locations of the cars in the mismatch trials given that these trials always appeared second and third. Thus, the delay between the hiding and the request was longer for mismatch than for match trials, and so a lack of working memory capabilities provides a possible explanation for younger children's failure in mismatch trials. As the current study cannot rule out these possibilities, in Study 2, we presented a new group of children with the car task in a modified version. This version did not include mismatch trials as there were no misleading cardboard pieces in front of the switched cups.
STUDY 2 Method
Participants A total of 85 children (mean age = 54 months; 9 days; range = 37 months; 1 day-69 months; 9 days; 45 girls) participated in the study. Whenever an effect of age was detected (see Results section), the sample was divided based on a median split (median = 56.15 months), resulting in the following two age groups: younger children (N = 43; mean age = 45 months; 25 days, range = 37 months; 1 day-56 months; 4 days; 23 girls) and older children (N = 42; mean age = 62 months; 30 days; range = 56 months; 12 days-69 months; 9 days; 22 girls). Children were recruited from nursery schools in Thuringia, Germany. All of them spoke German as their first language, and no child had obvious behavioural or educational problems. Three additional children were tested but had to be excluded because of reluctance to cooperate (2) or inability to differentiate the three colours (1).
Materials
The apparatus for the car task was the same as described in Study 1, but only one piece of cardboard was used as a cue in each trial (i.e., the first trial of the round).
Procedure During their session, children also participated in two other, unrelated tasks that are not included in the present study. The whole session lasted approximately 17 min, with the application of the modified version of the car task lasting approximately 4 min. The procedure for the modified version of the car task was similar to that of the original version, except that there were no cardboard pieces in front of the cups being correct choices in the second and third trials of rounds. However, there was still a cardboard piece in front of the non-switched cup. Thus, there was a match trial at the beginning of each round, but there were no more mismatch trials with misleading cues. The prediction was that if children, younger ones in particular, understood the task and could remember the locations of the cars requested in the second and third trials, they should perform better in no-cue trials in this study (not requiring inhibition) than in mismatch trials in Study 1.
Results
Like in Study 1, children performed significantly better in match trials in which the colour of the cardboard piece provided a cue about the correct location (82.9% of trials correct) than in no-cue trials in which there were no cardboard pieces in front of the cups to choose from (59.1% of trials correct; N = 85, T + = 1,730, Z = 5.676, p < .001, r = .62). The children's performance in match trials was significantly above chance level (N = 85, T + = 3,601, Z = 8.021, p < .001, r = .87). In contrast to Study 1, children's performance in no-cue trials (i.e., the second and third trials of rounds) also exceeded chance level (N = 85, T + = 3,178, Z = 5.941, p < .001, r = .64). Performance in match trials in the modified car task did not correlate with children's age, younger children: 79.6% of trials correct, older children: 86.3% of trials correct; r S (85) = .078, p = .480. Furthermore, the percentage of correct answers in match trials was significantly higher in Study 2 compared to Study 1 (Mann-Whitney U-test, N Study1 = 85, N Study2 = 84, U = 2643.0, Z = 3.156, p = .002).
Performance in no-cue trials significantly correlated with children's age, r S (85) = .531, p < .001. There was a significant difference in performance between the two age groups (Mann-Whitney U-test, N younger = 43, N older = 42, U = 389.0, Z = 4.592, p < .001, r = .50) for this type of trials. Still, younger children (44.2% of trials correct; Wilcoxon test, N = 43, T + = 644.0, Z = 2.074, p = .038, r = .32) and older children (74.4% of trials correct; Wilcoxon test, N = 42, T + = 643.0, Z = 4.478, p < .001, r = 69) performed significantly above chance level (see Figure 2) . Older children's performance in no-cue trials in this study did not differ from performance in mismatch trials in Study 1 (Mann-Whitney U-test, N Study1 = 43, N Study2 = 42, U = 832.0, Z = .724, p = .469, r = .08). In contrast, younger children performed significantly better in the no-cue trials in Study 2 compared to the mismatch trials in Study 1 (Mann-Whitney U-test, N Study1 = 41, N Study2 = 43, U = 653.0, Z = 2.069, p = .039, r = .23).
Discussion
Study 2 was designed to test whether younger children failed in mismatch trials in the original version of the car task because of a lack of IC or whether they failed because they did not understand the task or could not remember the correct locations of the switched cars. We found that in contrast to the mismatch trials in Study 1, here all children as a group as well as both age groups separately performed above chance level in the no-cue trials. That is, although they probably needed working memory capacities to a similar degree in both studies, with no misleading cardboard pieces being present, they managed to correctly identify the second and third cars. Our study consequently replicated previous studies demonstrating 3-year-old children's ability to comprehend and master tests of transposition (e.g., Barth & Call, 2006; Herrmann et al., 2007) .
The fact that differences in the performance in critical trials (i.e., the second and third trials of rounds) between studies were found for younger children suggests that they were the ones who profited most from the changes made between studies. This supports the idea that their failure in mismatch trials in Study 1 did not stem from a lack of comprehension of the task or a lack of working memory. Thus, the car task proved a valid alternative to the demanding windows task.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The current set of studies was designed to investigate whether the car task was a valid measurement of spatial-conflict IC in preschoolers. In our original version of the car task (Study 1), children were significantly misled by the colour of the cardboard pieces, and their performance in this task correlated highly with that in the windows task. Further, Study 1 successfully replicated findings that IC increases with age in the preschool years (e.g., Carlson & Moses, 2001; Kochanska et al., 2000; Russell et al., 1991) . Study 2 was designed to rule out the possibility that younger children's failure in the car task was due to the invalidity of the new car task. That is, instead of providing a valid measure of children's IC abilities, it seemed possible that the younger children failed the task because they did not understand the basic processes involved in the task or large working memory demands. To test this alternative hypothesis, we designed a modified version in which there were no deceptive cardboards involved. In this modified version of the car task (Study 2), both younger and older children performed significantly above chance in all types of trials. As younger children's performance even in the no-cue trials (which were identical in transpositional processes and working memory requirements to the mismatch trials in Study 1) exceeded chance level and their performance improved between studies, the difficulty of the car task seems to lie in its requirement to inhibit the misleading cues provided by the cardboard pieces. These findings suggest that the car task can be considered a valid measure of spatial-conflict inhibition in children.
What makes the windows task difficult is that successful performance depends highly on successful rule inference (Simpson et al., 2004) . Thus, whenever children do not manage to understand the rules of the task (but are lucky to pass the short pretest), their unsuccessful rule inference is interpreted as an inability to inhibit prepotent action impulses. Thus, as we and others tried to argue, children's performance in the windows task does not necessarily mirror their inhibitory abilities. In contrast, in the novel car task, children are explicitly told the rule of the task (e.g., 'Show me, where is the blue car'). Consequently, one can be sure that it is rule use, in the context of conflicting responses, rather than rule inference that makes this task difficult for younger children.
Although the car task seems to be an appropriate measure of IC in children below the age of 5, it seems less appropriate for older children. In Study 1, the older children did not differ in their level of success in match and in mismatch trials.mismatch trials were not more difficult than match trials. As this violates the prerequisites of a good IC task, children at this age and older should be tested with a different task (e.g., the 'Simon says' task, Strommen, 1973) . The car task shares the characteristic of being useful for only a limited developmental span with virtually all active IC tasks (Petersen et al., 2016) .
The present findings revealed some issues that might be resolved in future studies. First, although performing above chance, even older children had some difficulties with match trials in the original car task. Interestingly, however, this was not the case in the modified car task (Study 2). There, children could use the cardboard as a marker for the non-switched cup. To further eliminate working memory demands in the original car task, future studies should consider marking the non-switched cup with an additional marker (e.g., a small yellow piece of wood). This will make solving match trials significantly easier than solving mismatch trials, and thus, the car task might reveal inhibitory deficits even in the group of older children. Second, as we ran the original and the control condition in distinct studies, we did not compare performance in these conditions within the same children. A within-subjects design would allow to directly compare performance on experimental and control conditions on an individual level (see, e.g., Gerstadt, Hong, & Diamond, 1994) .
In sum, the windows task has been widely used to measure children's IC abilities. However, not only does it take a very long time to administer this task, it has also been criticized for not only requiring inhibitory abilities but also language skills and rule inference to succeed. We introduce the novel car task which does not include rule inference and therefore measures IC more purely.
